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Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:10 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the proposal concerning Excellence in Teaching 
Awards had been tabled at the meeting of the Graduation Ceremonies 
Committee which was held on Wednesday, 24 May 1989; and, as a 
consequence, he suggested, and it was agreed, that item IV be deleted from 
the Agenda. 


The Agenda, as circulated and changed, was approved. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 


of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. AJMO, SECONDED BY MR. MAGUIRE, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 5 MAY 1989 
BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED 


89-5-8 


89-5-9 


Remarks from the Chair 


Commenting on the recently-tabled 1989/90 Provincial Budget, Dr. Kenniff 
advised that as had been announced, 66 million dollars would be added to 
the envelope for university funding for the coming year; that of this amount, 
only 21 million dollars was new money; and that a preliminary analysis 
indicated that the mariner in which that money would be distributed was 
such that with other monies which Concordia would receive because of 
revisions which have been made with respect to the way in which we count 
our students, the University would have sufficient new revenues to enable 
us to achieve the balanced budget proposed in the documents which were 
examined by Senate and the Senate Committee on Academic Priorities and 
Planning last month. He cautioned, however, that the 66 million dollars, 
even if it had been all new money, was far below the 75 million dollars in 
new money per year over the next. two years which was the minimum 
which the Quebec universities felt would be required to bring us up to the 
Canadian average; and that the Minister of Finance had made no firm 
commitment with respect to funding for 1990/91 and subsequent years. 


Dr. Kenniff also announced the appointments of Dr. R. Sheinin for a 
five-year term as Vice-Rector, Academic, effective I September 1989; Dr. J. 
Lightstone as Associate Vice-Rector, Academic (Research) for a three-year 
term, effective 1 June 1989; Dr. C. MacKenzie as Associate Vice-Rector, 
Services for a three-year term, effective 1 August 1989; Dr. R. Diubaldo as 
Acting Director of Continuing Education, Off Campus and Distance 
Learning for a one-year term, effective 1 June 1989; Mr. C. Hyde as 
Director of Advancement and Associate Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations 
and Finance, effective 1 July 1989; and a one-year extension of Dr. S. 
McEvenue's appointment as Associate Vice-Rector, Academic (Curriculum 
and Planning) to 31 May 1990 


Finally, Dr . Kenniff, in expressing thanks on behalf of Senate to Dr. 
Cooper Langford for the services that he had rendered over the past two 
years as Associate Vice-Rector, Academic (Research) and as a member of 
Senate, noted particularly his considerable contributions to the progress of 
research at Concordia and to Senate deliberations through his lucid and 
penetrating analyses of the state of research at the University. 


Question Period 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff provided a breakdown of the 
additional 66 million dollars earmarked in the 1989/90 Provincial Budget for 
university funding, and a "guesstimate" as to Concordia's share of that 
money which might amount to between 6.2 and 6.5 million dollars. He also 
explained that insofar as the Government now puts into base funding an 
amount of money to cover indirect costs of research which is a proportion 
of the amount of grant research which the University receives, funded 
research would become increasingly important and was an element of the 
new funding formula which would merit some attention on the part of the 
University in terms of future planning. 


89-5-10 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Copyright Legislation 


In reporting on the situation with respect to the new Copyright Legislation, 
Me B. Gaudet, Secretary-General, drew Senate's attention to document 
US-89-5-D3, which, she advised, contained a resolution from the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council recommending that a task force be established "to 
examine ways of affecting Phase II of the legislation more favourably". She 
explained that she had attended a meeting of the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council at which her background document on Copyright Legislation was 
considered and the question of lobbying the Federal Government was 
discussed; that she had informed Council that she was not sure that it was 
advisable necessarily for the University to make a submission on an 
individual basis, particularly since to her knowledge no other university had 
done so up to that point in time; and that while she was not present when the 
resolution contained in document US-89-5-D3 was adopted, her assumption 
was that the intention was to ensure that something would be done inside 
the University to gather together the comments, reactions, suggestions, etc, 
with the view of submitting a brief from Concordia University. She advised 
that the Conference of Rectors has established an ad hoc committee 
composed of the Legal Counsels of the various universities, whose mandate 
was to prepare a brief to the Federal Government on the second stage of the 
Copyright Legislation; that the ad hoc committee had begun to prepare a 
preliminary draft; that the committee has now been informed that the second 
stage of the draft legislation would be introduced only in the Fall; that in the 
meantime, the Federal Government was expected to submit in mid-June the 
preliminary draft legislation for circulation to a small number of interested 
groups and institutions, including AUCC; and that the preliminary draft 
legislation would be discussed by the ad hoc committee. She also advised 
that while there was nothing to preclude individual universities from 
submitting their own suggestions or concerns if they wished to do so, the 
intervention would have greater impact if it was a collective submission on 
behalf all universities; and that she would keep Senate and the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council informed of future developments with respect to 
this issue. 


Dr. Giguére, Vice-Rector, Services advised that the above issue had been 
discussed at the Academic Services Committee, and that a year ago, as a 
university, we had expressed our opposition to Phase I of the legislation; 
that AUCC also was involved actively at that time in opposing the adoption 
of Phase I as it stood; and that consideration might be given to referring the 
matter, which was an on-going issue, back to the Academic Services 
Committee which had the responsibility for recommending to Senate any 
eventual legislation which would affect the University in terms of enforcing 
the Federal legislation. 


Dean Bertrand advised that given the comments from the Secretary-General 
and the Vice-Rector, Services, he did not feel that it would be necessary to 
consider further the motion from the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
(document US-89-5-D3); and that he would report to Council that the 
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University was handling the matter in a slightly different manner, and that it 
has taken a position and was working on lobbying effectively toward 
changes in the legislation at the second stage. 


Appointments 


Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY MR. 
GOODMAN, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEES OF 
SENATE, AS CONTAINED ON PAGE 1 OF DOCUMENT US-89-5-D4, 
BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
GRADUATE PROGRAMME PROPOSAL 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY MR. 
GOODMAN, THAT THE MASTER OF ARTS IN THEOLOGICAL 
STUDIES PROGRAMME, AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-89-5-D5, BE APPROVED SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-89-5D11), FOR FORWARDING TO 
THE COMITE CONJOINT DES PROGRAMMES. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DICKS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN 
THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENTS US-89-5-D6 
and US-89-5D7), BE APPROVED SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-89-5-D11). 


In presenting and explaining the proposed changes, Prof. Dicks advised that 
for the most part the submissions constituted adjustments and 
reorganizations of existing programmes. In response to a question, Senate 
was advised that the Entrance Profile for the new programme proposal for a 
BA, Honours in English and Creative Writing was 0.00. Other issues were 
raised and responded to with respect to the large number of course deletions 
in History, which either had resulted from the deletion of courses which had 
not been offered for a long period of time, or had been replaced by other 
courses; and the proposals whereby two 3-credit courses would be 
combined to form a single 3-credit course. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY MR. AJMO, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT 
US-89-5-D8), BE APPROVED SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-89-5D11). 


Prof. Wills explained that the only major changes involved were the 
modifications to the Major in Human Resource Management, which, he 
advised, were designed to provide more choice and flexibility to the 
students through the introduction of more elective courses; and that the 
proposed new three-credit courses included Mana 443-Compensation and 
Benefits Management, Mana 444 -Training and Development, and Mana 
445 - Health and Safety Management. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER 
SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-89-5-D9), BE APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-89-5-D11). 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Fine Arts 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MACKAY, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, (DOCUMENT US-89-5-D10), BE 
APPROVED SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-89-5-D11). 


Motion Carried. 


Code of Conduct (Academic) 


With respect to this item, Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to document 
US-89-5-D12, which consisted of background and explanatory information 
and a recommended motion from the Steering Committee, and document 
US-89-5-D13, which was the proposed revised Code of Conduct 
(Academic). 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. AJMO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ARBUCKLEMAAG, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND 


TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE CODE OF CONDUCT 
(ACADEMIC) AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-89-5-D13, FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION WITH RESPECT TO ALL STUDENTS, 
EFFECTIVE 1 JUNE 1990. 


It was requested and agreed that Ms. Suzanne Belson, Ombudsperson be 
granted speaking privileges. Ms. Belson advised that she wished to delay 
her comments pending general discussion on the proposed Code. 


During the ensuing discussion, the following suggested changes to 
document US-89-5-13 were agreed to by the mover and seconder of the 
main motion: 


Item 1, paragraph 1, line 2 - delete - .. "undergraduate and 
graduate”’.. 


Item 4.2.12, paragraph 2, line 2 change - .. "he or she".. to... "the 
student”. 


Item 4.2.13, paragraph 2, line 3 add - .." without the fault of the 
student:".. 


Item 6.6, paragraph 1, lines 4 and 5- delete _ ..."if a charge of cheating 
is not laid or upheld." 


Item 6.6, paragraph 2, line 1 delete - "In the case of a midterm 
examination”".. 


During continuing discussion, the feeling was expressed that the obligation 
to take additional credits, as stipulated in item 5.1.3, should be considered 
as a benefit rather than a penalty, and that in consequence the item should be 
removed. However, in the absence of a seconder, a suggested amendment 
to delete item 5.1.3 was dropped. 


In addition, it was suggested that the minimum of six additional-credits 
stipulated in item 5.1.3 should be changed to three credits, it being argued 
that there was no reason to retain six credits as the minimum number of 
additional credits required, particularly given that three-credit courses 
existed in all Faculties. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY 
DEAN PARKER, THAT THE MINIMUM NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL 
CREDITS STIPULATED IN ITEM 5.1.3, PAGE 9, DOCUMENT 
US-89-5-D13, BE CHANGED FROM SIX CREDITS TO THREE 
CREDITS. 


AMENDMENT CARRIED. 
Other comments and issues which were raised and responded to included 


questions concerning the definition of "quash" in item 4.2.14; ensuring that 
students would have access to full and complete information with respect to 


charges that were laid vis-a-vis item 4.2.4; and the absence of reference to 
intent with respect to item 2.9 concerning plagiarism. 


In her remarks, Ms. Belson advised that, apart from a number of procedural 
points, her main concern was with respect to the tone and language of the 
proposed Code of Conduct (Academic), (document US-89-5-D13), which 
she described as being confusing, redundant and ungrammatical in places, 
and unnecessarily wordy. She suggested that while some definitions were 
useful, if we were going to define "cheating" in the document, it should be 
defined in section 3 under Offences; and that, in fact, all of the things that 
add up to academic dishonesty should be defined together under Offences. 
She further stated that the language in certain places was awkward, eg. 
section 4.2.11, which she suggested, could be rewritten easily in better 
English using the same words; that it was the English in the document 
which she found to be irksome, eg., the second sentence in section 3.2 - "It 
shall be dealt with in accordance with the procedure stated in the present 
Code" versus the last phrase in section 3.3"and shall be dealt with 
accordingly"; and that while she appreciated the need for some legal 
language, legal language could also be good English and plain English. 
With respect to procedures, she stated that while the informal procedures 
relating to Plagiarism and Multiple Submission perhaps would resolve an 
existing problem, they, would also create another problem; that the fact that 
there were no charges of plagiarism in the past was due in part to the way in 
which the regulations were written; that the result was that we tended to treat 
plagiarism as being something that was less serious than cheating; that while 
the proposed procedures provided for a formal charge to be recommended 
by the Chair in instances where there was no agreement as to satisfactory 
resolution between the Chair and the student, there were, and there would 
continue to be, instances of plagiarism which were really serious, but which 
would not go to a formal hearing because an agreement, with a limit on the 
sanction, had been reached; that this only tended to diminish the problem; 
and that some way should be found to bring plagiarism in line with cheating 
and the other serious forms of academic Misconduct. She also questioned 
the length of time provided for in the proposed Code for dealing with 
appeals, and particularly the extension of delays during the summer months, 
notwithstanding the difficulties with respect to the availability of student 
members for hearing and appeals committees at that time of the year. 


In response to the concerns raised above, it was explained that the question 
of delays with respect to hearings and appeals had been discussed by the 
Steering Committee, and that what was being proposed in the document 
represented the shortest delays possible within which those who had to deal 
with such matters could be expected to work reasonably, and at the same 
time, do justice to all parties involved. It was further stated that from a 
professorial point of view, plagiarism was considered to be a very serious 
offence, but one which could be very difficult to prove; that such cases 
typically were dealt with in the professor's office between the professor and 
the student; that penalties imposed have ranged from the submission of 
additional work to failure in the course or programme; and that it was a 
crime and an insult to professors, and it was regarded as such, for students 
to hand in something which was not their own work. With respect to the 


wording of the document, it was stated that the objective had been to 
produce a streamlined, simplified and precise Code of Conduct (Academic) 
which would be easier to read, to understand, and to apply; and that 
although the language of the document now before Senate perhaps was 
more awkward than the version of the Code which was published in the 
current Calendar, it merited Senate approval by virtue of the fact that those 
who would be responsible for, and involved in its administration, had been 
consulted, had had direct input, and had worked on its development, ie., the 
Registrar and the Assistant, Associate and Vice-Deans for student affairs. 


During continued discussion, it was argued that Senate should listen to and, 
in some fashion, attempt to deal with the questions and concerns that have 
been raised; that if an individual who deals with students vis-a-vis the Code 
of Conduct (Academic) has raised concerns, Senate should attend to that in 
some fashion; and that although the document must be passed at some point 
in time, if the wording was awkward, there was nothing to prevent Senate 
from attempting to make it a little less awkward before adopting it. 


It was stated that there was no way to produce a document of this nature 
without having it written by a committee, and that any document written by 
a committee was bound to be a bit awkward; that during discussions on the 
Code of Conduct (Academic) at the Academic Programmes Committee, it 
had been suggested that only a brief reference to the Code should be 
mentioned in the Calendar and that the actual Code of Conduct (Academic) 
should be produced as a separate "legal" document, but that this had been 
resisted firmly by the student members on the grounds that the regulations 
and procedures would not be readily available to students; and that given 
that a better document was not available at the moment, Senate should adopt 
the Code of Conduct (Academic). now and perhaps attempt to improve it 
subsequently as time goes on. It was also argued that while one was 
sympathetic to concerns about the overall structure of the document which 
had emerged during the discussion, the proposed Code of Conduct 
(Academic) which was now before Senate would work better than what was 
in existence at the moment, that it covered certain lacunae in the existing 
Code, and that, therefore, Senate should pass the document and get it into 
effect. 


However, it was also argued that given the objections that had been voiced 
with respect to the document, the fact that there were a number of 
complications because of certain things in the document which were not 
heretofore required, eg., requirements concerning "in class" examinations 
as stipulated in section 6.2, and considering the implementation date of | 
June 1990 and the date at which the Calendar would be going to press, the 
proposed Code of Conduct (Academic) should be tabled until the September 
1989 Senate meeting so that some of these issues could be considered. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE PROPOSED CODE OF CONDUCT 
(ACADEMIC), BE TABLED TO THE SEPTEMBER 1989 SENATE 
MEETING. 


89-5-18 


89-5-19 


89-5-20 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (8 
IN FAVOR; 6 OPPOSED; 9 ABSTENTIONS) 


It was understood that the effect of the tabling motion was that the matter 
was being referred to the Steering Committee for appropriate consideration. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that some of the remarks from the Ombudsperson were 
very far-reaching and would involve a complete re-writing of the document; 
that suggestions with respect to definitions, changing locations of items, 
cleaning up the language, etc., represented a philosophical change in the 
way in which the document had been written by various authors over the 
course of the last year and a half; that the language of the document which 
people have been working on over the past eighteen months has now been 
described as wordy, repetitive, and irksome; that this precipitous 
intervention had created a situation in which the Steering Committee, which 
had spent hours discussing this topic, was being asked to do something 
which was not at all clear; and that he was not sure how to deal with the 
matter, other than to refer it back to the Steering Committee to see what 
could be done in some quarter during the summer months, and bring it back 
to Senate in September, 1989. He requested, and Ms. Belson agreed, that 
she would attempt to formulate and submit specific proposals concerning 
revisions to the document by the end of June, 1989. 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff advised that the matter has been 
referred to the Steering Committee, and that it would be up to the Steering 
Committee to decide if, or whether, it should be referred to the Academic 
Programmes Committee, or elsewhere; however, he also pointed out that 
the Steering Committee would not meet again until September, 1989. 


Proposed Structure for the Institute for Cooperative Education. 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the report and recommendation 
from the Steering Committee (document US-89-5-D14), and the proposed 
new organizational structure for the Institute for Co-operative Education 
contained in document US-89-5-D15. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY MR. 
MAGUIRE, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE NEW ORGANIZATIONAL 
STRUCTURE FOR THE INSTITUTE FOR CO-OPERATIVE 
EDUCATION AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-89-5-D15; AND 
THAT THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW 
STRUCTURE BE 1 JULY 1989. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Motion concerning Departmental designation for Journalism 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING 
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DEPARTMENTAL DESIGNATION FOR JOURNALISM AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-89-5-D 16. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Motion concerning the implementation of a "C Rule" 


Dr. Kenniff drew Senate's attention to the document entitled - "Academic 
Standards for Prerequisites "which contained a motion concerning the 
implementation of a '"C Rule" in the Faculty of Arts and Science, (document 
US-89-5-D17); the background information contained in document 
US-89-5-D 18; and the report from the Academic Programmes Committee 
concerning the proposed "C Rule", (document US-89-5-D11). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DICKS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE PRINCIPLE OF 
APPLYING A MINIMUM STANDARD OF A "C-" GRADE IN 
PREREQUISITE COURSES FOR THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND 
SCIENCE. 


In presenting the proposed resolution from the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council, Prof. Dicks explained that what Senate was being asked to 
approve was a principle, and that proposals with respect to applying that 
principle to specific prerequisite courses would be presented subsequently 
to Senate for approval with the normal curriculum change proposals; that the 
objective was to require that students demonstrate an adequate mastery of 
prerequisite material in specific and defined courses before proceeding to the 
more advanced material; that under current registration procedures, it would 
be possible technically to ensure that students entering these specified 
courses have not only completed the prerequisite, but also have achieved a 
"C" grade or better in that prerequisite course; that there were existing 
precedents where the proposed rule was being applied, that there was a 
general precedent in that there were a number of courses in the Faculty of 
Arts and Science that restrict entry to "above average students", and that the 
proposal simply would be defining, in specified cases, what that kind of 
qualification meant; that the Faculty of Arts and Science wished to continue 
to encourage students to broaden their knowledge by exploring disciplines 
outside their areas of concentration, and to have the flexibility not to 
penalize students who might wish to study subjects far outside the range of 
their main interests and abilities; that, at the same time, it wanted to ensure 
that students following specialized lines of study have acquired the basic 
skills upon which more advanced study was built; and that this not only 
would help individual students to progress, it also would help their 
class-mates by raising and keeping the level of instruction at a high level. In 
commenting on various alternatives which might be considered, including 
relying on student advising to solve the problem, he stated that the advising 
system, however effective, could not prevent students from pursuing 
courses beyond their grasp if they have passed the required prerequisites 
even with a'"D-" grade, nor would it do anything with respect to 
maintaining the level of instruction in the advanced courses at a higher level; 
and that using the GPA standard as proposed by the Academic Programmes 


Committee would not solve the problem, because the GPA and the 
proposed "C-rule" were diametrically opposed academic tools, ie., the 
GPA, by definition, was an average, which, in consequence, would allow 
students with weak performances in a particular area to balance their GPA's 
with good performances in other areas. In response to various arguments 
against adopting the "C-rule", he advised that with respect to the charge that 
it would create two passing levels, ie., those who pass at the prerequisite 
level and those who don't, there already existed twelve passing levels 
extending from "D-" to "A+", and that the "C-rule" simply would be 
assigning a specific meaning to the "C" grade in very localized cases; and 
that it would not cause grade inflation because assigning "C" grades to more 
students than would normally be the case would be a counterproductive 
strategy in that the instructors would have to deal with those students in the 
future. Finally, he reiterated that it was quite practical to implement the 
proposed rule under current registration procedures. 


In response to a suggestion that the motion be amended by adding the 
phrase - "in certain specific cases.", it was stated that such an amendment 
would be contrary to the motion to approve a principle; but that it would be 
acceptable to the sponsors of the motion to add a separate sentence to the 
effect that specific cases would be brought before Senate through the regular 
curriculum change procedures. 


It was argued that the effect of the proposal would be to eliminate the "D" 
grade by raising the passing grade to a"C"; and that this would affect 
adversely many part-time students who would be prevented from following 
advanced courses unless they were prepared to repeat a course for credit 
which they had already received. It was also argued that while the proposal 
was being presented at the level of principle, it could not be discussed at that 
level because it was only at the level of detail that it made any sense and 
became important; that there was great diversity of understanding as to what 
was involved with respect to this proposal vis-a-vis a passing grade, 
particularly given the differences between disciplines and the variety of 
examinations that are given; that there was no agreement as to the effect of 
such a change in the marking scheme; that given the effort that had been 
required years ago by the then Vice-Rector, Academic to establish a unified 
grading system which was applied across the whole University, we should 
not tamper with that uniform marking scheme without very serious reason; 
that what was being proposed represented a fine-tuning which would have 
an ambiguous effect for a small number of students in particular areas, and 
it would be - a mistake for the University to make a decision "in principle" 
with respect to this at the level of Senate; that the real problem was not being 
faced by tampering with the marking scheme, ie., whether a professor has 
the courage to fail students; that another problem was the situation whereby 
there were students in a course who really could not handle the material, and 
that if there are a large number of such students, it places a terrible weight 
upon that course; that the answers to these problems was in the strategy of 
the examinations that are set, in the advising that is done, and in having the 
courage to fail students; that the solution would be found only in a total 
strategy that was real, in the real classrooms, in the real examinations, 
dealing with the real students, and not in tampering with the grading system 


and using the registration system to determine who would be allowed to 
enter or not to enter the advanced course; that in adopting the proposal, we 
would be creating an absolute jungle of regulations for students within 
certain programmes, and we would not be facing the real problem; and that 
Senate should not be asked to approve "in principle" something which does 
not deal with the problem. 


It was argued that the proposed "C-rule" would involve a very small 
number of courses in the Faculty of Arts and Science; that all departments 
would have the option of ignoring the principle, if approved; that those 
departments which might wish to apply the "C-rule" would be required to 
provide the rationale, supported by detailed statistics, etc., to justify 
approval by Senate; and that approval of the proposed principle by Senate 
would give some assurance to those departments that the efforts expended 
in developing details and preparing the necessary rationale to justify the 
implementation of the "C-rule" would not be undertaken necessarily in vain. 


It was pointed out that if approval "in principle" meant that Senate would be 
prepared to accept the "C-rule" in appropriate circumstances, we would be 
taking a substantive decision which would dictate the decision that Senate 
would be making in individual cases, and that Senate would be saying, in 
effect, that applications would be received favorably by this body and 
would be passed; that on the other hand, if approval "in principle" meant 
that Senate would look at the substantive details of individual proposals, 
adopting the motion would not be sending any messages to the departments 
in the Faculty of Arts and Science, and, in fact, it would be misleading 
people into believing that if they present a dossier to Senate it would be 
passed. 


The mover of the motion advised that his interpretation was that if the 
Faculty of Arts and Science was to come forward with a proposal for the 
implementation of the "C-rule" in a specific case, there would have to be 
very good reasons for Senate not to accept the proposal. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that there were instances where 
only 10% of a particular course was actually a prerequisite for the higher 
level course; that it was difficult to understand the difference between a 
grade of "D+" and a grade of "C-"; that it was more difficult to understand 
how that difference could be fine-tuned to the extent that one could say, in 
effect, that a student with a grade of "C-" was able to handle the upper-level 
course, but the student with a grade of "D+" could not; that "C-" was a 
"satisfactory" grade rather than an above average grade; that a student who 
receives a "D+" has a "marginal pass", ie., the student has passed the 
course but with some deficiencies, and that the student very well might be 
able to make up those deficiencies by taking the advanced course; and that 
for Senate to approve the principle of applying the minimum standard of a 
OIC-It grade in prerequisite courses would be saying, in effect, that we do 
not have minimum standards in other courses. It was also argued that 
Senate was being asked to approve a principle the effects of which have not 
been demonstrated, ie., we did not know how many students were going to 
be affected by the proposal, nor did we know how many students who 
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receive a "D+" in a prerequisite course actually do badly in the follow-up 
course; that too much weight was being put on a student's performance in a 
single prerequisite course, particularly if the course in question was only 
one out of two or three required prerequisites and the student has received 
"A" grades in those other courses; that the proposal did not take into account 
other factors which might have affected adversely a student's performance 
in a particular course, including a situation where the course was being 
taught by an inexperienced instructor who has difficulty communicating 
with the students; that the proposed rule could result in a situation whereby 
the class average was below a"C" and the majority of the class would be 
prevented from proceeding to the next level course; that under the proposed 
rule, a student who might do badly in a single course, but who achieves a 
GPA of 4.00 and is on the Dean's Honours List, would be considered a 
poor student; that the Faculty of Arts and Science should wait until the 
effects of applying the GPA are known; and that if the Faculty wished to set 
stricter requirements, it might consider applying specific GPA levels to 
particular Major programmes. It was further argued that the problem which 
the Faculty was trying to address could be resolved more appropriately by 
improving, and using more effectively, the existing academic advising 
system to direct students toward the correct courses and programmes that 
they should be taking vis-a-vis their level of preparedness and competence. 


The feeling was expressed that there were certain limited cases in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science where it would be desirable and appropriate to 
impose some kind of a standard with respect to entry to the courses in 
question; that there was a legitimate problem with respect to certain courses, 
particularly courses in the field of science, which the individuals involved 
were attempting to address, but that imposing a "C-rule" was not the 
appropriate answer; that a more appropriate solution might be to add the 
phrase "and permission of the department" to the list of prerequisites 
attached to the advanced course, which would force the department- to take 
into consideration the entire academic record of each student seeking to be 
admitted to that course; and that given that it was doubtful that Senate would 
ever give approval "in principle" to applying a "C-rule", the sponsors of the 
proposal should take it back and consider how, in the specific cases where 
there was a genuine problem, the advising system could be made to serve 
the needs of the department and the students, along with adding the phrase - 
"and permission of the department" - to the course prerequisite statement, 
with a very clear understanding as to what that statement would mean. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ARBUCKLE-MAAG, THAT THE MAIN MOTION BE TABLED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Senate meeting would be held in 
September 1989 at a date, time and place to be announced. 
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On behalf of Senate, Dr. Kenniff expressed appreciation to all members, 
both faculty and students, whose terms were expiring, for the services 
which they had rendered to Senate and its committees, and wished them 
well in their future endeavours. Also, as was his custom at the end of the 
Academic year, he extended an invitation to all those who were present, 
both members and nonmembers, to join him in partaking in some 
appropriate year-end libation immediately following adjournment of the 
meeting. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:38 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


